Most quantitative research in social capital focuses on civic engagement in formal organisations. Data on social capital in informal social networks are harder to obtain and there has also been insufficient means for investigating this. In this paper, we use the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) to conceptualise and measure three types of social capital: neighbourhood attachment, social network and civic participation. The first two refer to informal social networks and the last to formal social networks. We use gllamm (Generalized Linear Latent and Mixed Models) to construct the latent variable scores from the categorical component variables. We also analyse the socio-cultural determinants of the three types of social capital and their impacts on social trust. The results show that socio-cultural conditions affect social capital generation. People in disadvantaged positions are more likely to draw social capital from weak ties and those in advantaged positions are more likely to do so from formal civic engagement. We also find that social capital has an effect over and above people's own socio-cultural positions. Informal social networks, especially having good neighbourly relations, tend to foster greater trust than does formal civic engagement.
Introduction
The concept of social capital is seductive, but infuriating. In the hands of leading social scientists such as James Coleman (1988 Coleman ( , 1990 and especially Robert Putnam (2000) the promise is held out that it can explain a remarkable range of social phenomena, from educational performance, children's welfare, economic prosperity, democracy to even 'health and happiness'.
1 Yet the scope of the concept remains over-general, and the mechanisms by which it is meant to operate are underspecified. With respect to scope, there is a tension between those writers such as Bourdieu (1986) and Lin (2001) , who are concerned with how social capital benefits individuals, and other writers, notably Putnam (2000) , who are more interested in how it generates collective goods. With respect to the mechanisms, there is a difference between those who see the experience of engagement in civic organisations as crucial to the beneficial effects of social capital (Putnam, 2000; Anheier and Kendall, 2002) , and those who emphasise that network processes (rather than associational involvement) produce social capital (Lin, 2001; Burt, 2002) .
These difficulties are not surprising. The concept of social capital has emerged in an interdisciplinary space allowing unusual dialogue between neo-classical economics and other social sciences (Fine, 2001; Field, 2003) , and we should not be surprised that its main theorists currently fail to agree. Nonetheless, if the concept is to be put on a firm footing and, in particular, if it is to be used as a precise means of social analysis, it is necessary to define its scope and causal properties. This paper argues that the generic concept of social capital can be broken down into three different processes, each with its own social constituencies and dynamics. We show that it is empirically possible to distinguish types of social capital that tap formal or informal networks and, with regard to informal networks, strong and weak ties.
Methodologically, we measure three types of social capital, assess their inter-relationships, examine their determinants, and consider their relative impact on social trust. To our knowledge, this is the first attempt to conceptualise and measure different types of social capital using British survey data. The next part of this paper develops our theoretical approach, and shows how the concept of social capital is ultimately based on a theory of social networks that needs to distinguish formal and informal processes of social involvement. This theoretical elaboration leads on to the following section where we show how it is possible to differentiate types of social capital, which map onto these theoretical differences. Next, we present our findings on the social determinants of social capital types and their impacts on social trust. The final section summarises our findings and shows how social capital can be related back to broader concerns in the sociology of stratification.
Rethinking Social Capital
There are two main ways in which social capital is held to lead to various outcomes. The first approach, associated with the work of Robert Putnam (1993) , adopts a neo-Tocquevillian argument that the experience of engagement in civic associations leads people to be better able to reconcile differences and work co-operatively together. 'Good government' he writes, 'is a by-product of singing groups and soccer clubs ' (1993: 176) . The second approach argues that social networks -including informal networks -produce social capital through the range of contacts they generate. Thus, Lin (2001: 56) argues that social capital is 'resources embedded in one's network or associations'. Bourdieu (1993: 51) sees it as 'the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable network of more or less institutionalised relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition'.
Putnam's work is the most celebrated example of the first approach. Much of his work (1993, 1995, 1996, 2000) stresses the role of formal networks in voluntary associations in generating trust, for instance in his early work on Italian politics. Here his argument is that people learn to trust each other through working together, so learning to compromise and work for common goals. Putnam's later work (2000) broadens his interest in social capital to include informal social networks. 'When philosophers speak in exalted tones of "civic engagement"
and "democratic deliberation", we are inclined to think of community associations and public life as the higher form of social involvement, but in everyday life, friendship and other informal types of sociability provide crucial social support' (Putnam, 2000: 95) . Yet he is able to extend his definition only by losing theoretical precision about how social capital is supposed to work. He falls back on metaphors and aphorisms, such as the idea that 'bonding' social capital is a form of superglue, that bridging social capital is a form of WD40, and that there is a 'dark side' to social capital. The strength of Bowling Alone lies in its descriptive richness in using large-scale social data to study the patterns and trends in formal and informal social capital in American society, but this comes with some theoretical and methodological costs.
The second, resource-based, approach to social capital can be found in the work of Lin and Bourdieu, and does not attach particular significance to involvement in formal associations. Rather, they emphasise the mobilisation of informal personal social networks as central to social capital. In Bourdieu's work, the emphasis is on the way in which social capital is necessarily exclusive, because the networks it generates between people also involve non-ties with outsiders who are excluded from social capital. Burt's (1992 Burt's ( , 2000 Burt's ( , 2002 analysis of the way that bankers who are able to cross structural holes by having contact with different cliques are advantaged over those who do not maintain such ties is an example of this approach. Similarly, Lin (2001) shows that Chinese men are better able to move into senior occupational positions than women in part because of their superior stock of social capital in the range of network ties.
To some extent the differences between these perspectives is related to the kinds of outcomes under examination. Putnam is interested in collective goods (such as high aggregate levels of well being) whereas network writers are more concerned with individual goods (such as relatively high income or position). In our view whilst the latter approach is certainly interesting in its own right, it tends to collapse the analysis of social capital into that of social relations more generally (since it leads to the familiar interest in 'who gets ahead', which lies at the heart of the sociology of stratification). Much of the excitement about the idea of social capital lies in its concern to measure collective goods (Inkeles, 2000; Stolle and Hooghe, 2003) , which is the question we focus on in this paper.
In assessing the significance of these two approaches for the generation of collective goods, we should note that the significance of voluntary associations for social capital is contested. Some studies show little relationship between associational membership and social trust. Freitag (2003a) demonstrates no such relationship in Switzerland (though there is one in Japan: Frietag, 2003b) , as does Mayer (2003) for France. Hall (1999) shows that trust has fallen in the UK, even though associational membership has remained relatively constant, a finding echoed by Paxton (1999) in the USA.
2 Claibourn and Martin (2000) use panel data to argue that there is no simple causal relationship between associational membership and trust. One reason may be that contemporary involvement in voluntary associations is actually instrumental and managerial, and not likely to bestow any generalised trust (Clark et al., 2002) . Szreter (2002) and Roßteutscher (2002) emphasise that associations generate social capital through their connections to political processes, and hence the causal relationship does not flow from civic involvement to democratic political culture, but rather from politics to civic involvement. Some researchers have developed a hybrid measure of social capital including both associational membership and levels of reported trust (Paxton, 2002) .
In short, it seems unlikely that social capital defined as associational involvement will be particularly powerful in generating outcomes such as social trust (Molenaers, 2003; Stolle, 2003) . However, when broadening the definition of social capital to include informal network processes, as Putnam does (see more generally Portes, 1998; Field, 2003) , we need to think carefully about how such processes might actually generate trust. It is particularly important to distinguish between the resources mobilised through weak ties and strong ties (Granovetter, 1973; Lin et al., 1981) . Weak ties of acquaintances such as neighbours or work colleagues are often thought to be especially important as a resource for individuals, and might in Putnam's terms serve as bridging social capital. Strong ties of intimate friendship may be valuable in generating intense emotional support (Jamieson, 1998; Pahl, 2000) , so producing bonding social capital. This kind of distinction is elaborated by Putnam as that between 'thick trust' embedded in one's intimate personal relations and 'thin trust' placed in the anonymous other (2000: 136-137) .
3 In order to distinguish these processes, we need to recognise the difficulty of measuring social networks through survey instruments. Ideally, social network analysis depends on data collected on whole populations, rather than samples, so that the connections between all members of the population can be ascertained. It is in this way that Burt (2002) examines the social capital of bankers, for instance. However, such strategies are not possible for the kind of national representative surveys that are usually used in quantitative research. Although it is possible to gain some information about strong ties in surveys by asking about 'best' friends, it is difficult to measure weak ties with survey data, since this requires knowing about a wide range of people's contacts. Lin (2001) uses 'position generator' questions where respondents identify whether they know people in varying social range, with those who know a greater range being defined as having more social capital. Another strategy is to examine the salience of situational networks, which assess the degree of support available for particular situations people confront in their daily life, such as amongst neighbours or parents. The resulting networks are relatively open and fluid since one cannot control whom your neighbours or parents are. When one feels close to people in the same situation, this is an indication that trust has arisen from these social networks. On the other hand, friendship networks are more likely to be exclusive in that people have the ability to define their own friends.
The network resources discussed above can thus be classified into three main conceptual types: informal personal networks, informal situational networks, and formal civic engagement. By distinguishing these types of networks we are able to explore a number of key issues. Are they bundled together in the way implied by Putnam, or are they empirically distinct? Do different social groups rely on different kinds of social networks? How do different types of social capital impact on social trust? These questions allow us to go beyond generic accounts of social capital and enable us to gain a more precise understanding than available hitherto of how social capital may become a significant social force.
Measuring Social Capital
Our three types of social capital can be summarised as follows: Neighbourhood attachment. This refers to the degree to which people are attached to their neighbourhood, taking this as a key index of situational networks, or 'weak ties' (Granovetter, 1973; Pahl, 2000) . We use questions on both attitudinal (e.g. 'I belong to the neighbourhood') and behavioural (e.g. 'Advice is available from my neighbourhood') aspects of local attachment. Although it might be objected that this makes our measure inconsistent, we will be able to tell in our factor analysis whether these items are related together. This type serves as a measure of embeddedness in one's immediate community (Harper, 2001 ).
Social network. The second type of social capital seeks to measure the extent of people's intimate interaction with those beyond immediate family, and the extent to which people feel they have supportive networks. In other words, we are here trying to assess the extent of 'strong ties'. Such ties need not be based in any particular location and do not require any assumptions about geographical proximity. As with 'neighbourhood attachment', the questions cover both behavioural (e.g. 'Is there anyone you could rely on to help you from outside your own household if you needed to borrow money to pay an urgent bill like electricity, gas, rent or mortgage?') and attitudinal (e.g. 'Is there anyone who you can totally be yourself with?') aspects. A high degree of social capital in this regard may be manifested in the range and depth of social connections that may serve to integrate the actor in the social fabric of society (Pahl, 2000) . Civic participation. Existing studies generally use civic participation as sources of social capital. Most of the studies proceed either by counting the number of memberships in specific civic organisations as an index of the stock of social capital in society at a particular time (Hall, 1999; Paxton, 1999; Putnam, 2000; Li et al., 2002) or by combining certain organisations into associational types on theoretical grounds (Li et al., 2003) . In this paper, we measure the level of formal social capital from the underlying scores for involvement in voluntary associations. 4 We use the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) to construct the measures of social capital dimensions. The survey began in 1991 (Wave 1) as the premier British panel study, and samples around 5000 households and 10,000 individuals each year. Although some of the original sample members dropped out in later waves, new members are added and the samples are generally representative of the UK population in each wave.
The data in the BHPS allow us to measure the types of social capital along the conceptual lines discussed above. As shown in the Appendix (available via the first author's website), 5 there are eight questions of an ordinal nature for neighbourhood attachment, eight questions of an ordinal nature for social networks, and 16 questions of a dichotomous nature for civic associations. Given the categorical nature of the component variables, we use two-parameter item response theory (IRT) models (Lord and Novick, 1968) to obtain estimates of individual levels of social capital. The sets of items (component variables for each type of social capital) were selected as likely indicators of the potentially distinctive facets of social capital. With indicators for neighbourhood attachment and social networks, the original multi-category numerical codes were reordered to form natural ordered scales. The neighbourhood attachment scale was derived from eight items, each with five categories. The social network scale was derived from eight items, each with three categories. For the set of items indicating civic participation, some items reflected similar types of organisation that were rarely endorsed and were summed together, with the sum score being treated as a single ordinal item. The original 16 items were reduced to eight, six with two categories (binary), one with three categories, and one with six categories. No such summing was required for the remaining scales.
The eventual indicators in each type were thus sets of ordinal items. We then used two-parameter IRT models to obtain estimates of the underlying types of social capital. An IRT postulates that a single continuous factor underlies responses to all items within a set but that this factor is 'measured' subject to error by each item. A continuous score thus underlies each item, the sum of a true score contribution and an error. The distribution of this score is divided up by a set of ordered thresholds, with each section of the distribution being associated with observing one of the possible ordered categorical responses. A respondent's categorical score is therefore determined by their continuous score falling within a particular range of values defined by an adjacent pair of thresholds. Since the continuous score is not directly observable, it is commonly considered to be a latent variable.
However, different items within a set may have different item characteristics. Items are allowed to differ in two ways. Firstly, items may have different threshold parameters. This allows, for example, fewer people to say that they have 'no one to go to were they depressed' than 'no one to go to for borrowing money'. Secondly, items may have different sensitivity or factor loading parameters. This allows items to be strongly or weakly related to the underlying factor, or correspondingly to vary in the extent to which they measure the underlying factor rather than something else. Choosing a proportional odds ordinal logistic parameterisation allows the model to be specified by where Y ij is the response to item i from individual j, η j is the score of individual j on the latent factor, λ i is the factor loading for item i, α iK is the threshold for a response of K or above. For an item with K categories, 1 to K, α = ∞. Standard identification restrictions are necessary
and we estimate the variance of the latent variable but constrain the first factor loading to 1. All variables have to be measured in some units and this restriction merely implies that the latent variable is to be measured in the units of item 1. It is also usual to make some parametric assumption about the distribution of the latent variable in the population. We have assumed this to be normally distributed. 6 The models were estimated by maximum likelihood in Stata using gllamm (Generalized Linear Latent and Mixed Models) (Rabe-Hesketh et al., 2000) and adaptive quadrature (Rabe-Hesketh et al., 2002) . Respondents with partially incomplete sets of responses were included under the assumption of the missing data being missing at random (Rubin, 1976) . Estimates of scores on the underlying factor for each individual were calculated using empirical Bayes' methods. This provided estimates both of individual scores and of estimation precision, the latter tending to be lower for those with incomplete data. The analyses indicated, with exceptions noted below, that the items within each set were indeed associated with a single dominant underlying latent variable, and that the latent variables were rather weakly correlated with each other.
7 These conditions justified our approach of fitting IRT models to each item set separately.
Methods and Control Variables
The scores obtained for the three types of social capital were standardised with a mean of zero and standard deviation of one. This procedure ensures that we can directly compare the differences from one type to another when we assess both the social determinants of social capital generation and their impacts on social trust.
We use a range of socio-cultural factors both as determinants of the social capital types and as control variables in studying their impacts on social trust. These are indexed via class, education, income, gender, marital status, age and the ward-level index of social deprivation. The inclusion of the contextual factors (social deprivation) is to help ameliorate the 'atomistic fallacies' sometimes attributed to the use of individual level data (Schwartz, 1994) . As some of the component variables for the social capital types are available from Wave 7 and others from Wave 8, we take the socio-cultural variables from Wave 7. Contemporaneous measurement of explanatory and outcome variables has a number of disadvantages, notably correlated measurement error and occasion-specific confounding (Bechhofer and Paterson, 2000) . To examine the impact of social capital more rigorously, we take our social trust measures from the next wave available, namely, from Wave 10.
We give a brief account here of the socio-cultural factors. A four-way Goldthorpe (Goldthorpe et al., 1987) class is used. It distinguishes the salariat (professionals, administrators and managers), the petty bourgeoisie (small proprietors with or without employees), the routine-non-manual (routine office workers, manual supervisors and lower-grade technicians), and the working class (skilled, semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers including agricultural labourers). For educational qualifications, we differentiate between first-degree or above, professional qualifications below degree such as teaching and nursing, A/O levels, and vocational or no formal qualifications. Income is measured as the standardised household mean income, which takes account of the complex household compositions and differential needs. 8 We code age into four groups to stand for different life stages and we differentiate three levels of wardlevel social deprivation: affluent, intermediate and deprived. 
Results
Patterns of Social Capital and their Socio-cultural Determinants Table 1 gives parameter estimates for the three types of social capital. Since only the factor loading parameters are commonly of interest, we do not report estimated thresholds. Our principal interests lie in the strength of evidence for an underlying dimension (given by the z-statistic associated with the estimated variance of the latent variable), and in the variation in the factor loadings across items. Factor loadings greater than 1 indicate that the corresponding item is more strongly associated with the latent variable than is the reference item, namely item 1. A factor loading close to zero (say, less than 0.3) indicates that the corresponding item does not measure this particular latent variable.
In all cases there was strong evidence of association among the items within a set explainable by an underlying latent dimension of individual variation. However, the z-statistics showed considerable variation between sets of items. Those for neighbourhood attachment and social networks were substantially larger (z = 26.4 and 19.4, respectively) than that for civic participation (z = 7.4). The neighbourhood attachment items appeared to form a largely homogeneous block, although item 4 (borrowing) and item 5 (working to improve neighbourhood) appeared to be somewhat distinct. It is clear that there is no substantive difference between the behavioural and the attitudinal questions within this group.
The social network items fell into two groups. The first five items all made substantial contributions to the measurement of the underlying dimension. The last three items possessed relatively smaller factor loadings, possibly due to their rather different location within the interview schedule, and their wording that specifically referred to people outside the respondent's household. These three items were rather weakly related to the underlying dimension of this item set.
Closer inspection of the factor loadings for the civic participation items clearly shows that although items 1, 2, 4, 5 and 8 were clearly informative as to the underlying dimension, memberships of a trade union, social group or sports club do not measure this same dimension (Hall, 1999; Li et al., 2003) that memberships in trade unions and working-men's clubs have distinctly different social class profiles, ideological orientations and political preferences.
10 Table 2 shows the standardised mean score for each type of social capital by class, education, income, gender, marital status, age and ward-level social deprivation respectively. To aid interpretation, we also present significance tests of the difference of means between each category and the reference group in each explanatory variable, with the reference category taken as the last category and shown in italics. The patterns show that the scores of the social capital types are not equally distributed among social groups. For example, the salariat has a standardised score of − 0.058 in neighbourhood attachment, as compared with 0.066 for the working class. The difference between the two classes in this type (0.066 minus −0.058 = 0.124) is significant at the 0.001 level. The petty bourgeoisie and the routine non-manual workers are not significantly different from the working class in this regard. Table 2 reveals some important features in the way that social groups draw on the different types of social (Allan, 1996) that claim that the middle classes tends to differentiate friends from acquaintances, whilst the working class tends to have stronger 'situational' networks in the areas of neighbouring (see also Bulmer, 1986; Allan and Crow, 1993) . The salariat is especially likely to have formal networks in voluntary associations. It is now well established that there is a strong class gradient in associational membership with the salariat having greater civic involvement than the working class in Britain (Parry et al., 1992; Hall, 1999; Li et al., 2003) .
The direction of the association between education and income and the social capital types is the same as that between class and social capital. Thus, the highly educated and those with top quartile incomes tend to have significantly lower scores in neighbourhood attachment than those with only vocational or no formal educational qualifications or in the bottom quartile of income, but higher scores in the other two dimensions. Given the well-known association between education, class and income, the patterns are not surprising. Secondly, for each of the dimensions, the magnitude of the educational differences in the standardised mean scores is considerably greater than that in the class comparisons, which is also true of the income differences in the two informal dimensions of social capital. People's social capital depends not only on their occupational status, but also, at least on the face of it, on the kind of cultural and economic capital they possess.
Other patterns that emerge from Table 2 are that, compared with women, men are less likely to be attached to their neighbourhood, to have strong social support mechanisms or to participate in civic organisations. Women's capacity for social networking and friendship building is widely reported (Jamieson, 1998 ). It appears surprising, however, that women have stronger civic participation than men, but the differences are not large. Married people have higher scores in neighbourhood attachment and civic participation, but lower scores in social network. This last aspect is not unexpected since family life precludes much of the need or opportunity for outside emotional support (Putnam, 2000) . Younger people also have lower levels of neighbourhood attachment and civic engagement and higher levels of social network than older cohorts. Finally, levels of ward-level social deprivation are also closely associated with the types of social capital in an expected way. People resident in relatively affluent areas are consistently more likely than others to have higher scores in each of the three types.
The overall patterns suggest clear evidence of social stratification in the kinds of social capital that people possess, confirming the arguments of Li et al. (2003) . The greatest class differences are shown between the salariat and the working class, with the former reporting high levels of civic engagement and social networking, and the latter having strong neighbourhood networks. Our findings show that, although the working class are deprived of social capital from formal institutions, they have a relatively high degree of 'situational' social capital from informal social networks.
To further check the independence of associations reported in Table 2 , we simultaneously included the variables in Table 2 as explanatory variables. Table 3 again shows persistent and significant differences between the salariat and the working class in each of the dimensions, even when all other variables are controlled for. The salariat is significantly more likely than the working class to have higher scores in social networks and civic participation, but the working class is significantly more likely than the salariat to have strong neighbourhood attachment. The effects of education and income are highly significant on social networks and civic participation, but not significant on neighbourhood attachment, when the other factors are taken into account. The effects of sex, marital status, age and social deprivation are also largely significant in the three types.
Overall, Tables 2 and 3 indicate that people in more advantaged social positions, be they occupational, educational, economic or contextual (ward-level index of social deprivation), are more likely to join civic organisations and to have denser social networks whereas those in more disadvantaged positions tend to obtain social capital from situational social networks, by feeling a greater sense of belonging to, and reporting more tangible and valuable instances of help and support from, their neighbours.
Social Capital, Socio-cultural Factors and Social Trust
Let us now explore which of the three types of social capital we have delineated is of greater importance in generating the trust that social capital theorists have emphasised as the crucial dimension of social capital. If social capital is a 'social good', it will be manifested in people's propensity for social trust, that is, in the degree of trust people would place in their fellow citizens. In order to see the impact of social capital more effectively, we use trust from Wave 10.
11 As trust may well reflect stable personality traits, we also control for trust drawn from Wave 8. Table 4 shows the effects of social capital, sociocultural factors and prior levels of trust on social trust. In order to see the social capital effects more clearly, we put the standardised scores of the three types into quartile groups. We report results from a multivariate logistic regression. Three models are constructed. Model 1 shows the effects of the three types of social capital simultaneously included. Model 2 adds the effects of socio-cultural factors to terms already in Model 1.
Model 3 adds prior levels of trust (from Wave 8) to terms already in Model 2. At the bottom of the table, we also report the improvement in fit for Model 2 over Model 1, and Model 3 over Model 2. Moving from the basic to the more complex models, we can see the changes in the coefficients associated with the social capital types, and with socio-cultural factors. Table 4 shows that, when only the types of social-capital were included (Model 1), people with higher scores in neighbourhood attachment and social network, and those in the top quartile of civic participation in particular, continued were significantly more likely than the reference category (the bottom quartile in each type) to trust others. Looking at the coefficients for the three types, it appears that civic participation is highly generative of generalised social trust, just as Putnam suggests.
Model 2 controls for socio-cultural factors. Holding constant all other variables in the model, we find education, class, age, income, ward-level deprivation and gender are all significantly related to trust. The more advantaged one's socio-cultural position is, the more likely one tends to trust others. Young people are generally less trusting than the old, and men are more trusting than women. These patterns confirm previous analyses (Hall, 1999: 432; Putnam, 2000: 136-142) . When all the other variables in the model are controlled for, education takes the greatest relative importance and marital status is the only variable which is not significant.
Our primary purpose in including the socio-cultural factors in Model 2 is to see how the coefficients of the social capital types would change as compared with those in Model 1 when none of the socio-cultural factors were included. Now, if we compare the coefficients of the social capital types from Model 1 to Model 2, we find a very interesting feature. The coefficients for neighbourhood attachment were notably increased whilst those for the other two types were sharply reduced. The coefficient for the top quartile of civic participation was more than halved: from 0.802 in Model 1 to 0.364 in Model 2. Existing research has shown that people most active in civic engagement tend to be in advantaged socio-economic positions and people in such positions are also more trusting (see, for example, Hall, 1999; Harper, 2001 ). Thus, controlling for socio-cultural factors rendered the effects of civic participation less prominent. On the other hand, as people in disadvantaged positions tend to have higher levels of neighbourhood attachment as we have earlier shown, controlling for socio-cultural factors made these effects more apparent.
Given, as we have earlier noted, the possibility that trust may reflect people's stable personality traits, it would be desirable to control for such traits and examine the net effects of the social capital types as we have developed. This we do in Model 3 of the table where trust from Wave 8 is used as a covariate. The patterns show that prior levels of trust have indeed the greatest relative effects, much higher than any other variables in the model. Controlling for prior levels of trust, the effects of most of the sociocultural factors were reduced, the most notable change being with education, age and income. Now, with prior trust and socio-cultural factors held constant and comparing the change in the effects of the three social capital types from Model 2 to Model 3, we find that civic participation is no longer significant, that only the top level of social network is significant at the 0.05 level, and yet that each of the three higher levels of neighbourhood attachment is highly significant at the 0.001 level. Indeed, judging from the magnitude of the coefficients, we find that the coefficients of neighbourhood attachment were, if anything, increased from Model 1 to Model 3 where the other factors were taken into account, that the effects associated with social networks were sharply reduced, and that the greatest change occurred with civic participation where the top quartile fell from a highly significant 0.802 to a non-significant 0.181.
12 Thus, the patterns in both Model 2 and Model 3 point in the same direction, namely, that neighbourhood attachment is more important than civic participation in predicting people's social trust, with social network in between. This finding supports Putnam's (2000) speculation on the relative importance between what he calls machers and schmoozers although he did not develop any composite measures for either type. Before concluding, there is one very important question to ask: are the results we have reported valid, or are they merely a methodological artefact? Our component variables for neighbourhood attachment are, as earlier noted, composed of both behavioural and attitudinal responses. Is it the case that because the attitudinal questions were tapping the same basic feeling of connectedness, well-being, belonging and diffuse trust as that underlying generalised social trust, and because there is a greater weight of attitudinal questions in the set, the test in Table 4 is essentially biased, especially when we consider that the other two sets of variables are measured in an essentially behavioural way? In other words, if we had excluded the attitudinal items from the set, would we have arrived at quite different conclusions? The answer is 'no' for two reasons.
Firstly, attitudinal questions on neighbourhood attachment are no more closely related to social trust than behavioural ones. Forty-three percent of those who 'strongly agreed' that they borrow things and exchange favours with their neighbours (behavioural), as compared with 37 percent of those who 'strongly agreed' that they are similar to others in their neighbourhood (attitudinal) in Wave 8, gave a trusting response in Wave 10. Secondly, further gllamm analysis of the underlying scores with the attitudinal questions removed from the component set revealed essentially the same pattern as that reported in Table 4 . We are satisfied that our results are reassuring and not biased.
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Discussion
We have, in this paper, made a new effort at conceptualising and measuring social capital. The starting point for this is the sense that over-ambition in social capital research has led to the concept being defined in generic ways that are inattentive to the socially distinct ways in which different kinds of networks have different social determinants and different consequences. We have emphasised that the concept of social capital can be measured as three types, namely, neighbourhood attachment (mapping onto the situational social capital of weak-tie networks), social network (indicating informal, strong-tie social networks), and civic participation (representing formal social engagement). Most social capital theorists either run these together in an indiscriminative way or just focus on civic engagement as a surrogate for all kinds of social capital. We argue that there are clear theoretical reasons for differentiating civic participation involving formal communication with relative strangers, social networks based on strong personal ties, and neighbourhood attachment indicating weak situational ties.
Our methodological advancement is to use latent response models to measure types of social capital from their categorical component variables drawn from a national representative survey. This, as far as we are aware, is a first attempt in social capital research. We can thus show not only how different types of social capital are related to various social groups, but also the direct and the indirect impacts of different types of social capital on social trust. The main findings may be summarised as follows.
First, social groups vary in the types of social capital they draw on. People in disadvantaged positions are more likely to obtain situational social capital from informal neighbourhood relations, whilst those in advantaged positions are more likely to have social capital from social networks and civic engagement. Unlike efforts for cultivating good neighbourly relations, civic participation often depends on various forms of sociocultural-economic resources and competences. Civic associations, such as professional organisations, often require their prospective applicants to formally apply for membership, pay fees, and know how to deport themselves within the organisation. This may serve to deter disadvantaged social groups from entry. Thus, if we are to avoid an incomplete, even distorted, account of social capital, we need to recognise that people in poorer socio-cultural positions may possess forms of social capital that are invisible or intangible if research is limited to involvement in formal civic institutions only. While there has been ample anecdotal evidence on this, systematic evidence has hitherto been lacking.
Secondly, various types of social capital do have a marked impact on social trust, and this effect is over and above the well-known effects of class, gender, and other socio-demographic variables in numerous aspects. In this respect our analysis is in line with Putnam (2000) , and Lin (2001) , in demonstrating that social capital is indeed of major importance. Thirdly, the analysis of the properties of different types of social capital in relation to social trust suggests that social capital generated from informal networks, especially from neighbourhood attachment, is of particular importance whereas that from civic participation is relatively unimportant.
It is therefore clear that we need to recognise the diversity of forms of social capital, and should not focus on formal access to civic organisations alone. Civic participation is just one out of a range of channels of social capital generation and has been amply shown to favour the middle class who, among other things, tend to be more likely than the working class to have 'the skills, the resources and the interests' for civic engagement (Putnam, 2000: 64) . Informal social networks both with neighbours and with intimate friends beyond one's immediate neighbourhood play an important, and hitherto neglected, role at least insomuch as quantitative research using largescale and complex survey data is concerned. Registering these points will help to situate discussions about social capital within the broader parameters of debates on social stratification and inequality. In our view, this would be a welcome development.
Notes
1. These are all the subjects of chapters in Putnam (2000) . 2. Putnam's arguments about declining levels of trust are qualified by Newton (1997) and Bromley et al. (2001) .
Putnam shows four decades of 'dwindling trust' in
American society which he says is explained by the generational succession (2000: 140-1). Paxton (1999) shows, however, that whilst there is some decline in trust in individuals, there is no decline in trust in institutions in the USA. See also Hall (1999: 429) on social trust in the UK. 4. It is noted here that the data on civic associations in the BHPS do not allow us to address issues of the 'dark side' of social capital. 5. Owing to the word limit, we have put the Appendix at the first author's website: http://www.sociology. bham.ac.uk/staff/yaojun_li.htm. 6. We have chosen not to include covariates at this stage, since here we are concerned with the measurement of social capital and covariate adjustment would correspond to adjustment for bias where we have little evidence that bias exists. For example, non-parents have restricted access to Parent-Teacher Associations (one of the participation items) suggesting that our item set is biased. However, we would argue that such PTA participation differences are not biases of measurement, but reflect real differences in access to social capital in this respect for non-parents. 7. The correlation between neighbourhood attachment and social network is 0.154, that between neighbourhood and civic participation is 0.118, and that between civic participation and social network is 0.086. These coefficients can be judged as being very low (Cohen and Holliday, 1982) , suggesting that the three types are fairly distinct from one another. 8. Standardised household income is constructed by taking the total household annual income before housing cost, divided by the equivalence (McClements) scale, and then put into quartiles. The income thus derived allows for the effects of household size and composition on needs in making income comparisons. This practice is often adopted by UK government agencies and by the research community (see, for example, Jenkins, 1999) . 9. The ward-level index of social deprivation is based on the four characteristics drawn from the 1991 UK Census of Population: unemployment rate, percentage with no car, percentage in overcrowded housing, and percentage in lower social classes. The respondents are assigned scores with 10 categories. The categories are recoded so that 1-3 = 'Affluent', 4-7 = 'Intermediate' and 8-10 = 'Deprived'. We thank Professor Nick Buck at the Institute of Social Economic Research, Essex University, for providing us with the data on this variable. 10. It is noted that we are dealing with three broad types of social capital in this paper. It is possible that a greater number of underlying factors can be differentiated. For instance, among component variables for civic participation, some organisations (such as voluntary organisations) are more likely to generate public goods than others (such as trade unions and professionals organisations).
We conducted a separate analysis leaving out these two organisations. The scores with and without the two organisations have a very high correlation of 0.93. Given this, and the fact that these and other similar organisations tend to have a public good externality, we decided to follow Putnam (2000) and Hall (1999) in keeping them in the component set for civic participation. It would also be of importance to explore people's motivations for joining specific organisations. However, the BHPS data that we use for this paper do not allow us to do this. We are very grateful to an anonymous referee for prompting us to think more deeply about this. 11. This refers to Question JV13 in Wave 10. The question reads: As only 1.6 per cent of the respondents replied 'Other/depends', we have, following Hall (1999: 432) , dropped this and the 'Don't knows' in the analysis. 12. One may wonder whether the main effects apply uniformly or whether people in particular social positions tend to exhibit different social attitudes depending on their social capital. We tested the interaction effects for the salariat and those with degrees in the top level of each of the three types.
The results show that none of the interaction terms are significant. The data are not reported here but are available on request. 13. We are grateful to one of the anonymous referees for alerting us to the possible bias in this regard. All details of further analysis are available upon request.
